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ABSTRACT: This is a research that describes and analyses the argumentative discourse in children from
the second level of primary education in Chile. The corpus chosen are recordings from classes at each level
(5th - 8th) at a school in Santiago. The argumentative segments of the corpus were isolated and classified
according to the pragma-dialectical schemes and types of argument. It was observed that the classes
analyzed were appropriate scenarios to develop a reflexive, open, tolerant and respectful dialogue.
KEYWORDS: argumentative discourse of children, argumentative segments, fallacies, participants’ roles,
Philosophy for children program, pragma-dialectical analysis, pragma-dialectical model, stages of a critical
discussion, types of argument, violations of the rules of a critical discussion.

1. INTRODUCTION
The following is a report of a research that describes and analyses, from the pragmadialectical perspective, the argumentative discourse in children from the second level of
primary education in Santiago of Chile in the class of Philosophy for children (PfC).
This study was based on the application of the pragma-dialectical theory given
that, among other many aspects, in this theory the argumentative text is defined as
“aquella parte del discurso argumentativo en la que se busca concretamente la resolución
de una diferencia de opinión” (van Eemeren and Grootendorst 2002, p. 33), compatible
situation with the primary objective of the present work, that is to identify the way how
children argue and solve conflicting situations or differences in theirs standpoints within
critiques provoked within the framework of the development of the classes of PfC’s
program.
This investigation has by general mission to approach a description and analysis
of the argumentative discourse of children from the second level of primary education
that are inserted within the program of PfC.
The program of PfC, that has been developed for some years in some private
schools and public schools in Chile, its main purpose is to teach children how to think
by themselves, through development means, as much of the critical thought and abilities
of reasoning, like the capacity of dialogue and the capacity of investigation. The interest
to explore the argumentative development of children is born of a personal interest to
recognize how the children, who are involved within the program of PfC are able to solve
discrepancies and situations of conflict in classroom. Therefore trying to establish what
extent of improvement in the argumentative ability of the children allows them to rely on
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the tools necessary to establish coherent thoughts and to evaluate therefore the confluent
elements in certain situations that will allow them to obtain one better disposition as
opposed to the learning during the scholastic stage, and, therefore, to be better prepared
by the time of facing a situation of conflict and being able to take the appropriate
decisions.
The formulated specific objectives are the following ones:
1. To identify the types of discussions generate by argumentative sequences.
2. To identify the argumentative schemes and types of argumentation during the
critical discussions originated in each level.
3. To identify the violations of a rule for a critical discussion that take place during
the argumentative interventions.
4. To identify the fallacious arguments that take place throughout a critical
discussion.
5. To identify if exist progresses throughout the critical discussions originated in
each level.
Considering the methodological achievements of the investigation, it is important to
emphasize that it was intended to explore an area little investigated as it is the one of the
argumentation in children of between 10 and 13 years old, contributing empirical data to
carry out a pragma-dialectical analysis.
In regard to the limitations of the investigation, it is precise to indicate that, in the
methodological ambit, it is necessary to have a greater amount of classes of PfC by level,
that allows us to observe the interventions of more children, since in a reduced number of
classes, are also reduced the possibilities that children take part who have not done it
because they are not had bold or because they consider that they do not have
contributions for the discussion.
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Considering that the present study tries to make a pragma-dialectical analysis of the
argumentative discourse in children from the primary education in Chile who participates
in classes of PfC’s program, I will submit, in the first place a short description of this
program with the purpose of establishing its most relevant characteristics. In the second
part of this section I will submit some general considerations about the theory of the
argumentation. I reviewed some previous definitions and some of the theories recently
developed, and finally I will expose the pragma-dialectical model of van Eemeren and
Grootendorst.
2.1 The program of Philosophy for children (PfC)
A characteristic of the children is their inquisitive attitude throughout the world that
surrounds them. They are able to admire themselves and to question deeply some aspects
of the reality or vital situations for them, being able to formulate philosophical questions.
From a very early age, as soon as they are acquiring the language they can feel the need
to ask and as soon as they are growing they become able to formulate questions that
involve the critical questioning and the reflection. As regards this point, Mathew Lipman
declares that “los niños llegan al kindergarten curiosos, prestos a aprender, aunque
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provengan de distintos ambientes. Sin embargo, es en el colegio donde paulatinamente
van perdiendo la capacidad de asombro y reflexión” (Lipman et al. 1980, p. 12). This
because the institutions of education, the great majority of institutions have not been the
best place to exercise the reflection, the inquisitiveness and the development of the
logical thought in children. In fact, they have not given up the idea, erroneous idea
incidentally, that the fundamental work is to transmit knowledge without subject them to
judgement nor questioning in the school. They are avoiding that the educative process
must generate thought activities with regards to the knowledge that the teachers teach to
the children.
Philosophy for Children is an attempt to reconstruct the discipline of the
Philosophy, in other words, to make it accessible and attractive to the children, who will
be able to adapt it and to acquire with this the tools, abilities and dispositions that they
need to think by themselves. The program recognizes that the children have the capacities
as so as the right to inquire into any concept or idea in which they are intrigued. This
program is based on the notion that they must construct senses by themselves instead of
that they simply accept those that are given to them.
The program is an innovating methodological proposal within the area of the
education that tries to rescue the inquisitive capacity and the capacity of astonishment
that are characteristic of the children and the Philosophy. The purpose is to overcome an
education that privileges traditionalistic methodologies than to transmit the greater
number of knowledge handled by the adults and to neglect the development of the logical
thought of the children.
One of the fundamental principles of the program is that we just can learn in
community. Each human being learns how to be himself and how to live with and against
himself with the others, most of the time, or against the others. So that Philosophy for
Children encourages children to think for themselves at the same time that it encourages
them to think with others. All thought, all knowledge reaches a sense in social, historical
and cultural processes.
The methodology of PfC is the philosophical discussion, which supposes to help
the students to express themselves, to interpret their discussions, to look for coherence
and to ask for reasons, among other characteristics.
For doctor Mathew Lipman, the creator of the PfC’s program, one of the its
fundamental characteristics is that this must be able to teach to teach children how to
think, leaving aside that the repetition of learned information, without questioning nor
judging the value who this information locks up, in other words, leaving to a side a form
to reason incorrectly. So that, Dr Lipman, “profesor de Filosofía en EE.UU. llegó a
inventar, diseñar, escribir y aplicar un programa de Filosofía para niños en la década de
los 60, en algunas escuelas norteamericanas” (Araujo 1997, p. 2) reaching important
profits with the implementation of this program.
The Program looks for the initial attitude of astonishment, admiration and doubt
in the children is not lost but increases. It looks for, besides, the development of the
thought and abilities logics. The classes of the program must provide an atmosphere that
helps the open, respectful and tolerant dialogue. The professor must assume a position of
deep respect by the opinions of the children and must try to stimulate them to formulate
their questions clearly every time and to look for and finding out the sense of the things.
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In the program of PfC beyond teaching Philosophy to the children, the program
tries to make Philosophy with them, it tries to help them to think philosophically. The
teachers attempt that the children interrogate themselves about important subjects by
means of the creation of an investigation community. That is, for Lipman, an instance in
which “los estudiantes se escuchan los unos a los otros con respeto, construyen sus ideas
sobre las de los demás, se retan los unos a los otros para reforzar argumentos de
opiniones poco fundadas, se ayudan en los procesos inferenciales a partir de lo que se
afirma y buscan identificar los supuestos ajenos” (Lipman 1998, p. 57). The program is
an attempt to transform the classes in investigation communities, a transformation that
has the potential to enrich and to invigorate to the learning and the teaching of all the
disciplines.
The program looks for to stimulate the students to go deep on ideas, concepts and
problems that they themselves choose so much by their interest as by their importance.
However, the professor is the one who, at least in one first instance, must encourage his
students to speak and to listen. They have to be able to make thoughts and ideas in a
coherent form and they have to be able to exemplify reflective and reasonable ways of
behavior.
The Philosophy, in the development of the program is given of different way as it
would study in a context of older students. The Philosophy is presented in a narrative
context, through novels that have contemporary protagonists, without the specialized
terminology nor the history of the thinkers who proposed the different theories or
philosophical problems. It is through these novels and characters that the children will
become jumbled in the philosophical subjects.
The work’s methodology is centered mainly in the own interests of the children.
A chapter of the novel designed for each level is reading by the teacher and the students.
After that the teacher invites the children to indicate what it called to them the attention to
the reading, the questions that arose to them or the topics that they would like to discuss.
After this, the questions by subject are grouped; discarding those that are repeated, and
finally, it is open a dialogue or discussion with respect to each question is come to that
has been born of the children.
2.2. The Argumentation
2.2.1. The Argumentation: previous definitions
Arguing is the art to reason from generally accepted opinions, being this activity a
distinguishing sign of the rational beings. From the Antiquity to the present time, the
Argumentation as investigation subject still continues being of much interest for
philosophers, students of logic and rhetoric, sociologists, psychologists and linguists,
among others. In fact this interest has seen its fruits, on the one hand, in the development
of the present field of the Argumentation as place of encounter of diverse disciplines, and
by the other, in the increase of the number of studies and groups of discussion and
investigation on this matter. However, not yet a theory of the accepted argumentation
widely by the scientific community sees the light. On the contrary, at the moment diverse
theoretical approaches contemporary, different from others coexist, mainly based on
different budgets.
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2.2.2. Pragma-dialectical perspective: consideration of extra-linguistic factors
For van Eemeren and Grootendorst the argumentation must be understood like “a verbal
and social activity of reason aimed at increasing (or decreasing) the acceptability of a
controversial standpoint for the listener or reader, by putting forward a constellation of
propositions intended to justify (or refute) the standpoint before a rational judge” (van
Eemeren et al, 1996).
2.2.3. Implicit notions in the definition of argumentation
The argumentation is:
1. A verbal activity that happens by means of the use of the language
2. A social activity that is directed towards other people.
3. A rational activity that is based generally on intellectual considerations, even
though the emotional aspect fulfills also an important role within the
argumentation.
2.2.4. Characteristic of the argumentation
Argumentation is always related to a “specific standpoint or standpoint”, with respect to
certain subject in discussion, where:
a. The speaker/writer defends the standpoint by means of the argumentation,
b. facing a listener/reader who doubts his acceptability or has a different standpoint.
The argumentation, in addition, consists of one or more expressions in which it expresses
a constellation of propositions. Two types are distinguished:
a. For a positive standpoint, “it is the case that…”, the argumentation is used to
justify the proposition that is expressed in the standpoint.
b. For a negative standpoint, “it is not the case that…”, the argumentation is used to
refute the proposition expressed in the standpoint.
Structurally, the expressions that are part of the argumentation altogether constitute an act
of complex speech oriented to convince a reasonable criticism. In relation to this point,
further more we will approach the aspects of the speech acts that take part in the
development of a critical discussion.
Finally, the argumentation appeals to the reasoning of implicit way. The
speaker/listener will evaluate it acting like reasonable critic. Otherwise, an effort does not
have sense making to convince to the other of something.
2.2.5. Standpoints in the resolution of the opinion differences
Since this approach is centered mainly in the resolution of the differences of opinion by
means of the argumentation, the present statements are reasons or arguments related to a
standpoint (‘ST’). These ones distinguish from other statements by the function that in an
argumentation fulfill, not characterizing in first term by their form or content. The users
of the language, by means of a ST, express a conception that supposes a certain taking of
position assumed in a dispute, whereas by means of an argument, they deliver an attack to
defend that position. A ST can have any content; can express opinions that talk about
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facts, ideas, actions, attitudes, etc. When a ST is being defended, it means that its
acceptability is being questioned, and that will contribute to the resolution, of rational
way, of a dispute, if an argumentative one by means of the argumentation manages to
convince its interlocutor of the acceptability of its standpoint. An argumentation can be
very brief and simple and to consist of single argument or, it can be pretty much
elaborated and complex and use many arguments.
2.2.6. Stages in the resolution of a dispute
From the pragma-dialectical perspective a dispute stop existing when no longer an
opinion difference exists, nevertheless, when it is to finalize a dispute is necessary to
make a distinction between settling a dispute and solving a dispute. To settle a dispute
means that the opinion difference simply is left aside. Whereas to solve a dispute it means
that one of the parts change its mind of its doubts, because it has been convinced by the
argumentation of the opposite part, or retires its standpoint, because account has occurred
of which its argumentation cannot be maintained before the criticism of the other part.
In order to solve a dispute, the disputed points “deben convertirse en el tema de
una discusión crítica cuyo propósito es lograr acuerdos acerca de la aceptabilidad o
inaceptabilidad de los puntos de vista en discusión, averiguando si, mediante la
argumentación, pueden o no ser adecuadamente defendidos de la duda o de la crítica”
(van Eemeren et al, 2002, p. 55).
The resolution of a dispute happens through four stages that correspond to the
four phases different from a critical discussion. When this arises from a simple dispute,
the ideal model takes the following form:
2.2.7. Argumentative structures
In the argumentations presented favouring a standpoint structures of a greater or smaller
degree of complexity exist. This does not depend on the complexity of the dispute that is
tried to solve, but of the way about how it thinks that the defence of the standpoint would
be due to organize. Each argumentative move serves to face some form of doubt that can
be had with respect to the standpoint. The structure of the argumentations according to
van Eemeren and Grootendorst (2002, p. 95) can be:
2.2.7.1. Unique argumentation (UA): it has single an argument, generally formed by an
explicit premise and an implicit one. From the analytical perspective, the complex
argumentation always can be divided in several AU.
2.2.7.2. Multiple argumentation (MA): it can be analyzed like a combination of two or
more UA. It consists of two or more UA than in principle constitute alternative defences
of the same ST.
2.2.7.3. Compound argumentation (CA): it consists of a combination of UA that appear
collectively like a conclusive defence of a ST. These can be combined of two different
ways: they are possible to be connected co-ordinately or subordinately.
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2.2.7.3.1. Coordinated compound argumentation (CCA): all the arguments directly are
related to the ST. All the UA that compose it are, in principle, necessary to obtain a
conclusive defence of the ST. Single if the taking altogether foundations sufficient are
provided to accept the ST. If anyone of the UA turns out to be unacceptable, all the CCA
is disarmed. Here, each individually considered argument appears like a partial support in
favouring of the ST, but he is single in combination with the other arguments that appears
like a conclusive defence.
2.2.7.3.2. Subordinated compound argumentation (SCA): it arises when the person who
argues supposes that a UA will not be accepted immediately, since the person is needed
defence. In this case, the defence of the argumentation leads to a series, more or less long,
of related UA “vertically”. The first argument is directly related to the ST and the second,
with the first argument, that now works like a sub-standpoint (S-ST), and so on. Each one
of the argumentations of the chain contributes to the defence of the ST, but single the
complete series can construct a conclusive defence. It is not compound of UA that talk
about all to the same ST directly. In her the single ST conclusive will have been defended
if the listener considers that the last sub-argumentation of the chain is an acceptable
defence of the S-ST to which talks about, having to be all the other also acceptable subargumentations for the listener.
2.2.8. Analysis and evaluation of the argumentative discourse
For a general vision of the aspects of the argumentative discourse that turn out crucial to
be able to solve an opinion difference the pragma-dialectical theory proposes to consider
and to conduct the following analytical operations:
1. to determine which points are in discussion,
2. to recognize the positions that adopt the parts,
3. to identify the explicit and implicit arguments, and
4. to analyze the structure of the argumentation.
These operations will allow an analytical general vision that allows showing: a) the
opinion differences, b) the distribution of the dialectical roles, c) the explicit and implicit
premises that form the arguments, and d) the structure of the argumentation.
2.2.9. The argumentative schemes
When arguing the speaker leans in a pre-established argumentative scheme: a way more
or less of agreement to represent the relation between which one affirms in the argument
and what one affirms in the ST. All the argumentations can be characterized by the
argumentative scheme that they use. Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (2002, p. 114)
distinguish three main categories of argumentative schemes, that characterize three types
different from argumentation.
2.2.9.1. Symptomatic argumentation
The speaker tries to convince its interlocutor showing that something is symptomatic of
some other thing. An argumentation of this type is based on a argumentative scheme
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where the acceptability of the premises is transferred to the conclusion. A concomitant
relation exists between which it affirms in the argument and the ST.
2.2.9.2. Argumentation by analogy
The speaker tries to convince its interlocutor indicating that something is similar to some
other thing. An argumentation of this type is based on an argumentative scheme where
the acceptability of the premises is transferred to the conclusion causing that it is
included/understood that a relation of analogy between the affirmed thing in the argument
exists and what is affirmed in the ST.
2.2.9.3. Instrumental argumentation
The speaker tries to convince its interlocutor saying that something is an instrument to
obtain some other thing. An argumentation of this type is based on a argumentative
scheme where the acceptability of the premises is transferred to the conclusion causing
that it is understood that a relation of causality between the argument and the ST exists.
2.2.10. The fallacies like violation of a rule for critical discussion
In the pragma-dialectical theory the evaluation of the quality of the argumentative
discourse is concentrated in the moves deceptive that prevent the resolution of the
opinion difference. “Todos los pasos (moves) de la discusión que representen un
obstáculo para la resolución del conflicto deben ser reconocidos como tales y
desenmascarados como falaces” (van Eemeren et al, 2002, p. 115)
A fallacy, according to Hamblin, is an argument that “seems to be valid, but it is
not it”. In opinion of the impellers of the pragma-dialectical theory, a theory of the
fallacies would have to fulfill the following requirements: a) to provide norms that allow
to distinguish between the moves that are reasonable and those that is not it, b) to provide
criteria that allows to decide when a norm of this type has been violated, and c) to
provide interpretation procedures that allow to establish if a statement satisfies or not
these criteria. On the other hand, the analysis of the fallacies comes following the three
steps: a) the statement must be interpreted as an act of specific speech, b) this act of
speech must be recognized like a violation of a general norm, and c) is due to establish if
the situation in which it happens the statement really is within the reach of this norm.
In the pragma-dialectical theory a series of ten rules for the accomplishment of
acts of speech within an oriented critique to the resolution of a dispute is specified. The
rules indicate for each stage of the discussion, when the participants have right, or are
even forced, to make move particular. Any violation of a rule for critical discussion,
anyone is the part that the comet and in any stage of the discussion, constitutes a possible
threat for the resolution of the dispute and must be considered like a move incorrect in the
discussion. Of this form, the fallacies are connected systematically with the rules of a
critical discussion.
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3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Design of the investigation
It was decided to make a descriptive study that it detailed how it operates the
argumentative discourse of children within the development of classes of the program of
Philosophy for children. The investigation tries to approach a description and analysis of
the argumentative discourse of children, being determined the types of discussions that
generate argumentative sequences, identifying the argumentative schemes and types of
present argumentations throughout the discussions of each level, identifying in addition
the function to the argumentative interventions throughout the different stages from the
discussion, among other detailed objectives previously.
As far as the type of investigation, this is a non-experimental study, because it
was made without manipulating deliberately variable, because these have already
happened. In this study is observed and the phenomenon is analyzed so and as it occurs in
his natural context. On the other hand, the investigation is of descriptive type, because the
intention of the study is to describe a situation. It is tried to show how it is and how the
phenomenon of the argumentative discourse in children of 5º, 6º, 7º and 8º level of
primary education in Chile. This study looks for to specify the important properties of
this phenomenon. In addition it is planned to identify the type of argumentation that
appears in the different critical discussion according to the level from the course.
3.2. Determination of corpus
The corpus selected to make the investigation was the one of a series of ten classes of
Philosophy for Children, that were chosen randomly, in whom it was discussed on
different subjects, treaties in previous classes or that were arising in the course of the
classes that were observed. It was chosen to record three classes of each level (5°, 6° and
7°) and a class of 8° with which it is tried to explore the operation of the argumentation in
the children and their evolution throughout the development of these classes. As far as the
space-temporary location of the event, all the discussions were carried out in the room
that each course had assigned for the development of the classes within the school.
The relation between the participants seems to be symmetrical, in other words, the
interlocutors have a relation of equality social. All seem to belong to the same
sociocultural stratum (upper middle). In general is the professor who guides the
conversation because he introduces the topics to treat or he retakes the topic when the
discussion is turned aside of the main subject.
3.3. Procedure
For the harvesting of the sample it was come in two phases. In first, the Thomas Morus
School was visited during nine days, previous agreement with the professor of
Philosophy. In each one of the visits the corresponding class of Philosophy for Children
was observed that lasted approximately 45 minutes. Each one of the classes was recorded.
In the second phase, it was come to the transliteration of the classes before recorded, after
which a selection of the interventions made by the children of each level was made.
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Specifically, those fragments pertaining to the stages of argumentation and closing of
each one of the disputes were selected, if there were them.
3.4. Analysis and interpretation
It is precise to indicate that for the analysis it was come to use different mechanisms so
that the statements of the children were expressed of the clearest way that it was possible.
Among these mechanisms it is possible to emphasize that it has come to the elimination
of the elements of the original speech that were irrelevant for the analysis of the
argumentations. Within these the interruptions between the children, the interruptions that
the professor makes to create an atmosphere of silence and respect, the challenges and
threats of annotations stand out that the professor makes, the anecdotes, etc., as well as
the argumentations that escaped of the central subject of which they were speaking. As
well, also the elements of the speech were eliminated, like the hesitations, the errors of
speech and all those elements that were redundant and superfluous in the explanation as
much of the standpoints, like of the reasons that supported them. In addition, along with
the elimination, often was made necessary to add some elements to the speech, elements
that had been lazy implicit by the speaker, since without them it was not clear the analysis
and the evaluation from the argumentative structures. These were expressed in brackets
(‘[’ ‘]’) to leave in clear that it was elements that were not presents in the transcription of
corpus. Finally, it is possible to be indicated that often the interventions of the children
were reformulated so that these could be expressed of clearer way in the argumentative
schemes that they appear next. Nevertheless, obvious, one was to be most faithful
possible to the statement emitted by the children who took part.
4. RESULTS
Next the schemes appear in figures the argumentative schemes, types of argumentations,
violations of a rule for critical discussion and the fallacies found throughout the
argumentative sequences of the four levels. In addition a characterization of the
argumentative sequences at general level is exposed.
5º Level
A) The argumentative schemes and types of argumentations
Figure 1
ARGUMENTATI
VE STRUCTURE
Only
Manifold
Coordinated
Subordinated
Total

1st
class
09
07
07
02
25

10

2nd
class
01
13
01
04
19

3rd
class
01
05
02
03
11
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Figure 2
TYPES
OF
ARGUMENTATI
ON
Symptomatic
Analogical
Instrumental
Total

1st
class

2nd
class

3rd
class

24
00
01
25

19
00
00
19

10
00
02
12

The figures 1 and 2 show the total number of argumentative structures and the total
number of types of argumentation, respectively, that were identified after to schematize
the argumentative discourse of the level.
B) Violation of a rule for critical discussion
Throughout the first class it was possible to be observed that a violation of a rule
for critical discussion existed. Santiago was the person responsible for the act, in the
intervention Nº 343 and it is observed in the reconstruction of the argumentative scheme
Nº 4. Santiago evades the weight of the test by displaying his standpoint like the evidence
by itself (ST: “Nicolás was the only one who committed the injustice”, R.1: “I saw [that
he committed the injustice]”) and for being he the witness of the fact. It returns his
immune standpoint to all critics (by his personal valuation). In conclusion, the speaker
violates the Rule Nº 2. Nevertheless, it seems to be that Santiago argued that form,
expressing that he was sure that Nicholas was the only one who committed the injustice
and not giving reasons of greater weight because apparently he did not understand the
sense of the question that the professor formulated to him.
C) Fallacies
It was not observed fallacies.
D) General characterization of the argumentative interventions of the level
As far as the observed argumentative interventions, these are presented from part
of the speakers like standpoint that not always are related to the preceding intervention.
The children have the spirit and interest to participate in the class and they want to
contribute with their ideas, but is not observed that they make the effort to go beyond and
to get to face his standpoint with some other boy who has a different standpoint. Rather
an exhibition of the ideas is observed from the professor, reason why it is not possible to
be established that all the different stages from a criticism have occurred (confrontation,
opening, argumentation, concluding). The argumentation stage is only recognized, when
each boy is presenting his standpoint and the reasons that guarantee the professor. In
other words, boy or girl acts like protagonist, as opposed to professor that takes
antagonist role, who, if she sees that he is pertinent, is requiring a greater argumentative
development each boy. It does not get to reach this part of discussion between the
children, since they do not discuss the standpoint of each other.
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6º Level
A) The argumentative schemes and types of argumentations
Figure 3
ARGUMENTATI
VE STRUCTURE
Only
Manifold
Coordinated
Subordinated
Total

1st
class
05
05
00
07
17

2nd
class
04
03
05
06
18

3rd
class
07
04
06
04
21

TYPES
OF
ARGUMENTATI
ON
Symptomatic
Analogical
Instrumental
Total

1st
class

2nd
class

3rd
class

15
00
02
17

17
01
00
18

20
00
01
21

Figure 4

The figures 3 and 4 show the total number of argumentative structures and the total
number of types of argumentation, respectively, that were identified after to schematize
the argumentative discourse of the level.
B) Violation of a rule for critical discussion
Throughout the first class it was possible to observe the violation of a rule for
critical discussion existed. This happened on the part of Jose Antonio, in the intervention
Nº 177 and it is observed in the transcription of corpus.
16
1
16
2
16
3
16
4
16
5
16
6
16
7

Professor:
N/I:

...Now a rule that does not have exception and why it does not have
it, would be the question…
Me

Professor:

Catherine

Catherine:

That the classes always are bo- the majority of classes are boring

in chorus:

Oh!

Professor:

Then…

Luciano:

Professor
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16
8
16
9
17
0
17
1
17
2
17
3
17
4
17
5
17
6
17
7
17
8
17
9
18
0

Professor:

But moment…

Luciano:

Professor… excluding this

Professor:

… eh… eh… then would be a rule that normally…

N/I:

Yes, because…

Professor:

Please, I demand to someone to contradict that

N/I:

Me

N/I:

Me

N/I:

Me

Professor:

Jose Antonio

Jose
Antonio:
Professor:

Eh… it is a rule that is never broken… that in the tennis match…

Jose
Antonio:
Professor:

No, but…
… somebody always wins
… Jose Antonio..... contradict it… I want something that
contradicts that

In the intervention Nº 164, Catherine set up as standpoint the affirmation “most of
the classes are boring”. Before this, the professor requests, “I demand” is the word that he
uses textually, that somebody contradicts the standpoint of Catherine. Jose Antonio starts
to elaborate a totally different standpoint, saying “in the tennis match there is a rule that is
never broken (Int. 177). Here there would be a violation of a Rule 2 by Juan Antonio,
because he set up a standpoint that does not talk about the standpoint that the professor
wants to be discusses. Jose Antonio does is an introduction of an irrelevant
argumentation.
Another violation of a rule for critical discussion that can be observed appears in
the reconstruction of the argumentative scheme Nº 6 and it happens in the intervention Nº
269 by Felipe. The standpoint of Felipe is the next:
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Argumentative scheme # 6
Felipe (Int. 269) ST: “Maybe I speak loudly, but at least I
am honest” R.1: “I recognize that I speak” R.1.1: “I do not
speak secretly as Catherine”
Argumentative
Subordinated
compound
structure:
argumentation
Type
of Symptomatic
argumentation:
Here this scheme seems to be a violation, in the argumentation stage, to Rule
number 4, since its argumentation does not say about to the standpoint in discussion set
up by Catherine (“Most of the classes are always boring”), for that reason the
argumentation is irrelevant. The professor allows to Felipe and Catherine to continue with
this personal discussion, in spite of it, not connected with the standpoint of Catherine,
requesting them that they are ordered and respectful in their discussion.
C) Fallacies
Figure 5
FALLACIES
“Ignoratio
elenchi”
“Ignoratio
elenchi”

1st
class
Int. 177

2nd
class
-

3rd
class
-

Int. 269

-

-

The figure 5 shows to the deceit and the intervention in which it appears in each one of
the classes.
D) General characterization of the argumentative interventions of the level
As far as the argumentative interventions observed these are presented by the
speakers like isolated standpoint, but most of the time follow the line throughout the
different argumentations. Here it is observed that indeed there is a confrontation between
different standpoints. For example, during the first session, already in the intervention Nº
184 a discrepancy with respect to the preceding standpoint is observed. Nevertheless, in
this specific case the reason that gives the speaker to support its point does not have
greater consistency is rather a personal valuation with respect to the classes. In this level
it is observed that the students follow the line of the exhibition of the ideas the professor,
but already a capacity is recognized to be able to observe and to express themselves on
the standpoint raised by the other classmates. In spite of this, it is not managed to
establish in the sample the four stages of a discussion. As far as this, it is possible to be
indicated that a closing does not occur of natural way to the discussion nor the professor
orients either to the class towards a resolution, in other words, does not take the initiative
to cause the closing of the discussions. This can be due to a matter of lack of time,
punctually, some of the classes were interrupted by an external person to the class.
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7º Level
A) The argumentative schemes and types of argumentations
Figure 6
ARGUMENTATI
VE STRUCTURE
Only
Manifold
Coordinated
Subordinated
Total

1st
class
05
01
06
05
17

2nd
class
03
01
06
10
20

3rd
class
03
03
07
04
17

TYPES
OF
ARGUMENTATI
ON
Symptomatic
Analogical
Instrumental
Total

1st
class

2nd
class

3rd
class

17
00
00
17

20
00
00
20

16
01
00
17

Figure 7

The figures 6 and 7 show the total number of argumentative structures and the total
number of types of argumentation, respectively, that were identified after to schematize
the argumentative discourse of the level.
B) Violation of a rule for critical discussion
It was not observed it.
C) Fallacies
It was not observed fallacies.
D) General characterization of the argumentative interventions of the level
Whereas the observed argumentative interventions in this level, which are
presented by the students following the argumentative line that is latent. So that the
standpoint presented by the students are related directly to each other, distinguishing only
in the ones which are being clarified by each student while they are getting some
precisions. In fact, in many opportunities it was possible to see that the argumentations of
one served as support to the argumentation of another one. In this sense, the first
standpoint that is observed raises that “a psychologically mistreated person can derive in
a physical mistreat” [or disease]. In this it is observed that the load is centered in the
repercussions that can carry an abuse. The other argumentative sequences will approach
some of the following points: the abuse and mistreat depend on the intention that has the
speaker; sometimes they will depend on the consequences that exist for the mistreated
person, the topic of the fault within mistreat, etc. Nevertheless, each one of the standpoint
is raised like an affirmation or absolutely valid position in itself, reason why the speakers
15
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when they raise them do not seem to have the spirit to compromise them, simply
everyone in an opened scenario is raising its position. It is by that it is not observed that
any speaker retract of its standpoint or that accepts the point of some classmate, in other
words, there is no an atmosphere of discussion or confrontation of the standpoint of
everyone. However, it can have discords or discrepancies, but they are generally going to
be accepted like two different positions within a world from diverse positions that
coexist.
8º Level
A) The argumentative schemes and types of argumentations
Figure 8
ARGUMENTATI
VE STRUCTURE
Only
Manifold
Coordinated
Subordinated
Total

1st
class
05
01
06
05
17

TYPES
OF
ARGUMENTATI
ON
Symptomatic
Analogical
Instrumental
Total

1st
class

Figure 9

17
00
00
17

The figures 8 and 9 show the total number of argumentative structures and the total
number of types of argumentation, respectively, that were identified after to schematize
the argumentative discourse of the level.
B) Violation of a rule for critical discussion
It was not observed it.
C) Fallacies
It was not observed fallacies.
D) General characterization of the argumentative interventions of the level
As far as the argumentative interventions observed in this level, it is necessary to
emphasize that the single analysis contemplated a class, reason why the number of
interventions was considerably smaller with regard to the other three levels. In addition,
by the reason previously indicated, the number of argumentative schemes made for the
analysis was also smaller, reaching only ten, although there was another factor that was
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the interest in continuing discussing and also in the lack of motivation which it was
observed from the professor towards the students during the last stage of the class, in the
last fifteen minutes.
Whatsoever before indicated, it is possible to emphasize that it is observed that
there is a progress in the discussions made from higher level students. In the first place,
they have a bigger disposition to face the class, they are ordered and they respect the turn
of the person who is speaking. In addition, their argumentations follow in the direction
that has been observed of the previous level, 7º, in other words, the students are able to
follow the argumentative line that is developed during the argumentation stage,
presenting standpoint that relate to itself. On the other hand, it is observed that these
students, like those of the inferior level, present their standpoint without putting under
them questioning, as if it was exclusively to expose an opinion regarded to a subject.
Next to all the previous ones, it is possible to be indicated but that that the class
possibly did not follow the direction of a critical discussion, not only because a greater
motivation from the professor was not seen, mainly because it was observed that the
professor could grants to this course, in comparison to the other three, a greater freedom
to guide themselves his conversations and discussions. Possibly, in addition, when
relating to children more mature, they, in classes like these, are more interested in settling
down a conversation where they are freely raising the subjects that consider interesting
and opportune for themselves.
El cuadro Nº16 es un resumen de las estructuras argumentativas y los tipos de argumentación utilizados en las diez
clases de FpN
Cuadro Nº16
Nivel 5º básico
ESTRUCTURA
ARGUMENTATIVA

1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

Nivel 6º básico
1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

Nivel 7º básico
1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

Nivel 8º
básico
1ª clase

Total de clases

Total

Nivel Nivel Nivel Nivel
2º
5º
6º
7º
8º
ciclo
básico básico básico básico básico

Única

09

01

01

05

04

07

05

03

03

04

11

16

11

04

42

Múltiple

07

13

05

05

03

04

01

01

03

01

25

12

05

01

43
44

Coordinada

07

01

02

00

05

06

06

06

07

04

10

11

19

04

Subordinada

02

04

03

07

06

04

05

10

04

02

09

17

19

02

47

Total

25

19

11

17

18

21

17

20

17

11

55

56

54

11

176

Nivel 5º básico
TIPOS DE
ARGUMENTACION

Sintomática

Nivel 6º básico

Nivel 7º básico

Nivel 8º
básico

1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

1ª
clase

2ª
clase

3ª
clase

1ª clase

24

19

10

15

17

20

17

20

16

11

Total

Total de clases

Nivel Nivel Nivel Nivel
2º
5º
6º
7º
8º
ciclo
básico básico básico básico básico
53

52

53

11

169

Analógica

00

00

00

00

01

00

00

00

01

00

00

01

01

00

02

Instrumental

01

00

02

02

00

01

00

00

00

00

03

03

00

00

06

Total

25

19

12

17

18

21

17

20

17

11

56

56

54

11

177

5. CONCLUSIONS
When finishing this pragma-dialectical study of the argumentative discourse in children
from the second level of primary education, has been able to observe that, in general, the
four types of argumentative structures were used approximately in the same proportion,
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being the compound structure subordinated the one that was used more with a number of
47 appearances, whereas less the most used they were the unique structure and the
manifold structure, with 42 and 43 appearances, respectively.
Nevertheless, observing in detail, it is possible to say that the subordinated
structure was the one that less appeared in the 5º level, with a number of 9, whereas the
most frequent structure was the manifold with 25 appearances.
This allows us to say that in the level of smaller children and in whom, therefore,
it counts on less experience in the development of classes of PfC the children construct
their argumentations based on standpoint which they are supported for different
independent reasons from the others. The reason to use this type and not others can be
related whereupon the children from this level wish that its argument seems to the
strongest possible and would be seeing that as presents more unique reasons or
argumentations they are fortifying his standpoint, although in himself, each one by itself
supports it. On the other hand, it is possible that they try, with this structuring, that the
interlocutor accepts theirs points as they present each one of the reasons.
Nevertheless, with respect to the 7º level, is remarkable that the frequency of use
of this structure, the manifold, outside littlest, with a total of 5 appearances. This level
used the coordinated and subordinated compound structure most frequently, both with 19
appearances. Perhaps this was because these children, in relation to the 5º level, are two
years older and take, by the same, two years upon in classes of PfC where doubtlessly
they have been faced a greater number of opportunities to express and to argue their
ideas, reason why they would be more accustomed to establish standpoints that lean in
reasons related to each other, and in this sense, they can be making a linking or a
combination of reasons that support their standpoint collectively, with the subordinated
compound structures and with the coordinated compound structures, respectively.
On the other hand, concerning the types of argumentation presented throughout
the argumentative sequences of all levels, it was possible to observe that symptomatic
argumentation was used in a greater extent, a 95.48%, whereas the instrumental
argumentation appeared in only 6 cases with a 3.39%. The type of analogical
argumentation appeared only on two occasions in the analyzed sample, with a 1.13%.
This can have that throughout all the levels the children see more productive an
argumentation in which the acceptability of the premises is transferred to the conclusion
existing a concomitant relation between the arguments or reasons and the standpoint, and
the reasons would be, then, phenomena, indications or symptoms of the own standpoint.
Another one of the analyzed aspects was oriented to determine the diverse types
of discussions that generated sequences argumentative. Nevertheless, this objective was
difficult to determine, since globally, in the four levels studied, there were not so many
discussions or disagreements in terms of opposing standpoints, but that the classes were
taken like presentations or exhibitions from ideas or opinions through these. However, it
was possible to be observed that all the children are highly receptive to be able to accept
the activity that the professor raises to them, reason why, doubtlessly, they will not be
against to discuss with respect to any proposal of subject that the professor organizes. It is
as well as, in general, the ideas to speak of some strange reactions and the unjust acts
were much successful, in 5º; the rules with exceptions, in 6º; the abuse and mistreat, in 7º
and the discrimination in 8º.
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As last point, as far as the violations to the rules of a critical discussion it was
possible to be observed on two occasions that, throughout the ten classes, it was only
violated the rule Nº 2, on the part of a student of 5º and one of 6º, and the rule Nº 4 also
on the part of a student of 6º. Nevertheless, the speaker in general can be conjectured that
more violations were not found, because do not respect the development of a critical
discussion completely and because the rules organize their argumentations considering
that must respect, but that the slight presence is due to the fact that the children were not
faced a critical discussion properly so.
With respect to the fallacies it was possible to observe it on two occasions, these
were “ignoratio elenchi”, both in the 6º level. In both cases, the speakers that committed
it presented new argumentations or points that did not talk about to the standpoint in
discussion or that was appearing, in other words, it was irrelevant argumentations.
Finally, concerning the Philosophy for Children program, it is possible to
establish that the professor, in his role of conductor of the philosophical dialogue,
contributes to center the subjects that are discussed through their interventions. In
addition, it demands to the children, in most of the cases, that they base with reasons their
opinions.
On the other hand, the professor`s interventions help to keep the relevance of the
topics discussed. He makes distinctions and he clarifies the meaning when it is
appropriate, stimulating the children`s efforts for expressing themselves rigorously and
efficiently.
From the smaller level studied, the 5º level, could be observed that most of the
children are very interested and motivated in the Philosophy class, which makes them
very participative. Desire is observed in the students to express its opinions, although not
always respecting the established order. Nevertheless in that instance the professor takes
part to re-establish the appropriate scenarios of respect and tolerance to develop a good
class.
As a result, it was observed that the classes analyzed were instances in which
could be developed the atmospheres that favored reflexive, open, tolerant and respectful
dialogue, as much for the opinions of the children as for professor`s opinions, being
appropriate scenarios for to search and to found in of the sense of the subjects that were
exposed.
link to commentary
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